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, , •■ ■ RURAL DEVELOPMENT? ISSUES' V"" 



Problems of Rural America . ' > ■ 

In T.970,- 4«M^^#§'m'i''l] ton people: lived In .the nonmetropoUtan areas of this 
: country pVand .severa*t ml ft 1 on more^ Americans lived' In large Ty rural sections of ^^ 
our metropolitaftf a^-Vps. Since- 1570, theSe nonme'tj-opol 1tafi' areas have' been . ) 
shdwlhg slgn'lficant growth, at 4 rate of 6. ,6 percent corftpared th 4.1 percent ' 
'for metropolitan. arias. From 1970 to 1975 V they absorbed nearly |7 percent of . 
the population, growth and y^oyghly 40 percah^'Of the^frowth 1n nonfarm. employment 
that occurred nationally. .Ojsplte progress In rural areas, however; rural, peope 
continue to be dl^sadyantaged Ip.terms of wage levels, median fimijy income . 



levels, employment opportunities; adequacy of hduslng, access to-heal th .care anrf 
ottier essantlal public facfl jtlesuHd servicesV and institutional capacity to < 
support" local decisionmaking. ' / ' ; ' ' 

Rural ;areas contain a disproportionate share of the poor J with -one 1al six 
nonmetro^T^i tan res 1 dents 1 iving in ^povertyt compared , with one 1n^ nine in metro- 
politan areas. Much of the rurkl poverty is' concentratad in the South, Many 
areas in other regions , contain continuing pockets of-poverty. Plany areas are , 
also particularly syscsptlble to ^structurtal economic changes and have no capacity 
or ftDols to cope with.these "changes on a '^long- or short-term basis. Some of 
those areas ar^sufferina from stagnation or dsoline;^ At the same times in other 
areas, growth- Is both creating new oppprtuni^ties and raising concerns about sus- 
tainihgths'qual ity of rural 1 ife, ^ ' ^ 

'Because of the diversity of prob>ems and dispersed ^ttlement^patterns of v 
rural people, it 1s i^nusually di-fficult and costly for them, to organize effective 
advocacj^to get natiorfa.T attention for probTems t^ey^ confront, either of dlsad^ 
vantage or growth. Rural communities fihd it excessively costly to partieipate 



. ' ■ Vffectlvely fn important ""decisions of Federal agencies, in regard to both assis- 

. ; , ' '/ > V ' ■ ■■■■■■■ ■ ■.■ 

tance- programs and regulations which substantially affect their llv^s and their 
. futures. (Cornmerclal farmers, though sma 1.1 in number, are, of course, a notable 
exceptlori to the lack of effective advocacy'.) Many ruril areas are also defi- 
cient wit|i jrespec^ to th^ technical means and tnstitutional capacltiis to alter 
or euminate the factors causing underdevelopment and unemployment or to cope 
* with the undesirable feffects of qrowth. 

' ^ ^ ' ^. . Federal Programs" Weaknesses 

Many Federal programs have^ been created, especially. since 19B0, in art 
attempt to address specific problems/ Most of these programs have provided cate- 
gorical grants-jn-a1d to ldca> governments. Despite a substantial number of 
singularly successful local efforts funded by these programs^ they suffer from a 
number of serious weaknesses. -^^ ' 

Neglect of' State. and Local Institutional Capacity . 
. , ^ \. Most important from an institutional perspective, these programs haue not 
fiuilt .i^eqtiate capacity^at thfr State llvel ^or fully effective capacity at the 
local level for managing rural development, » \ \ 

Fpr^xample, in 1974, only $40 million of the $48 billion in Federal opera- 
tional (program assistance) funds directed to State and local governments was 

^ ,^ targeted toward improyi.ng pol icy or resource, management across functional lines* 
At tfie State leveL^. the problem of building adequate capacity' has been aggravated 

= ^ by the fact that these proqrams were largely ^iperated on a Federal-to-locaV' 
basis\ ' . ' ^ . . . ^ ' / 

. . .■ ■■■■ ■ ^ ^ : ■ ' ■ ■ 

' One serious conseqi|ence of the lack of concern for capacity to manage rural 

/" ■ . developgient at th« State level has been a lack of State-level support for rural 
.» developmefft. Federal interest, in creating capacity at the local level during 
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'1'961-1972 was mefltc'ted tn requirenients and incentives for thb crUtlon of multl- 
county units, usuaHy., of a i^unctional character, for planning and relatgd 
program purpoies. Areawlde Servicing arrangtniant& had been growing in popuTarity 
and the.se Federal Initiatives triggered ereatlon of an assortment of substate 
areas by'Sta'te and local governinents. Occaslonany, but'not u'sually. Federal, 
State, and local "efforts produaed" a single multlcounty body. - General ly, however, 
the result has been diverse, .overlapping boundaries. The multiple units have 

-been a sertous Impediment to effective use of the limited resources avalTable for 
development purposes; a" problefi that 'is acute in rural areas. 

Development Tools^ ... ^ ^ 

Federal programt. have concintrated planning attention and funding heavily on 
public facilities Investments which have significantly jmp^ved the public infra-' 
structure in many parts 6f rural America ^ but have not stimulated substantial 
private sector employment. Only a relativefy limited set of incentives to the ^ 
private sector has been used to encourage business and industry to Invest in nevy 
emptoyment creation for rural ^inerica. There is no evidence that these incen- * 
t1ves have resulted In a change in the overall level of distnlbution of private 
Investment, \ ' ■ 

Federal programs have al so signif Icantly underinvested in human resource 
development in rural areas. Most manpower , education^ and training efforts^ for 
example, have been concentrated in urban areas. Similarly^ investment in tech- 
noiogical innovation that effectively addresses the unique and diverse needs of 
rural areas has been, apart from support for agriculture and forestry,- negl igi- 
ble 1n contrast to the need. In short, existing programs do not use a wide 
enough range of develogment tools ^ nor provide an adeauate^ framework for either 
a proper mix of tools or to allow such a mix ta Be tailored to the unlcue and 
diverse needs of specific areas' of rural America/ 



Limited Atteritton to Targeting _ ' 

The Federal Government has also found it difficult to target resourcel on « 
the problemi of special groups . in rural America. Among those most seriously 
affected have been tha Indians, poor Blacks, and Htspanlcs, With limited finding 
and an understandable desire on the part of program managers to make cost-effec- 
tive use of the funds, there has 'been a tendency to make public investments in 
the ''best of the worst" areas, ^^^X^i^Ss many of the disadvantaged rur'al people have 
failed to benefit from these programs. - -- . - - 

■i , ■ . S -' ' . . ' ' ■ ■ 

i ' '' ■ ■ * ' 

\ ■ ' ■ 

Knowl edge Needs ^ . ' , . 

The existing fragmented programnnatic .approach also has caused sever a 1 defi- 
ciencies in^ the knowledge base necessary to plan and manage both policy and 
programs. Insufficient o"ntel lectyal capital has hitherto been devoted to under- 
standi^ng the causal forces, nature, and extent of rural development problems^ and^ 
m4re currently, the presumed opportunities .that m^y be associated with the mqve- 
msnt of Increasing numbers of people. to rural areas. Institutional, physical 
financial, and human resource capacity are required for development*. Because, of 
the aiversity of rural area's, both problems and thg resources required for devel- 
opment vary widely among regions and areas. An adequate rural data base does not 
yet exist to fully inuminate these differences and tljf relationships among them.- 
Improvements ''in this regard are underway but more emphasis is needed. Despite 
this, in rural development as with, other issues, ^Hcy choices must be made 1n 
face '^f considerable uncertainty. / ■ ' - ! 

J. ^ ' . ^ ^ . ■ ^ ^ , . = \ 

Mo Federal focus ' ^ . 

Finany, and of critical importance, despite the growth of Federal assis- 
tance programs directed to rural areas and problems, there is no_/ederal fobus . 
for rural development pol icy. \In fact, rural devalapment policymaking Is as "> _ 



ft-agmented as rural pfeople are dispersed.. Rural areas are often ignored in the. 
rulemaking regulatory processes of/ Federal igencies and indeed in the design^ 
of delivery systems for programs, as well , The two functions, providing a policy 
.focus ^and acting as advocatet are related^ but they may not be synonymous- 

Rural and'urban areas are aspects of a single economic and social systsn. 
Both share /common problems (e,g-t income and employment def^iencies) . Each has 

diffifent advaatigts and deficlincies that reflect the Nation's historical values 

it', ' ■ ^ ■ , -. ■ ' , , 

and development patterns, resource base^ and spatial distribution of activities. 
Clearly* macroeconomlc policies vvlll be of critical Importance for both rural knd 
urban areas, . but their empToyment apd production effects '1n*spaft1al terins may 
viry substantially. Specific rural ^ as well as urban, dtvelop^nt programs may 
fflso.haye macroeconomics policy implicatloris. However, macraeconomic policies and 
macrplndicators on a national scale are not sufficient to cope with the serious 
distrlbutidnal prjblens involved 1n economic growth ind the delivery of both 
lie and private gcfcds and &prvices, ' ^ ^ 

Undoubtedly, with the many Issues to be dealt with- in balancing concerns for 
ecQnomic grpwth witfh other cQncerns for the quality of thaf^hvironment, there i*s 
need for a policy focus on national development. Within the nationajl focuSj j't 



'for spe^i 



would seem desirable for speqifio atten^tion to be devoted to the needs of rural 
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as well as urban araass and within each, es pec 1 a 11 y to the mo s t disadvantaged. 
The practical, political and operational issues involved^ as v/ell as the kind 
of empathy required for effective action, are remarkably/ different. Very 
different policy management and " implimentation systsms^are requlrgd to^ deal, with 
small dispersed comm,un1t1es cn thi one hand^and large dansely packed urban places- 
on the other. - • ' ^' . - - 

H 5 s 



Of course p there are many specific issues involvid in pursuing complamintary 
riifil and urban development strategies. One that is frequently raised is that of 
defining rn spatial t^rms the boundary for rural as contrasted with urban program 
ijifforts. . But, apart from the coal itions .essential for effective legislation for 
either rui^al or urban problems, this. 1s a question on which reasQjfiable adminis- • 
trators can be brought into agreement. Division in tenuis of metropolitan and 
nonmetropol itan areas, adju|ted for obv1ous>y rural parts of the former^ is quite 
feasible except. to those who would council perfection. . ' 

' - ' Objecttves of ^ Rural DeveTopment 

Three critical ^ factors combine -to differentiate rural settlements and act1- 

' ' ' ^ ■ . ■■ ■ ^ . ■ - ' 

vitles for public policy purposes: 

(1) ftural areas are diverse. Some hold little promise of providing an 

* acceptable level of living for their residents, ^ Others are struggling 

' ^ to respond to strfuctural changes both favorable and unfavorable. 



(2) Rural coimiunlties are smaller and their populations are more wtdely 

\- dispersed, V Thus, Institutional obstacles to^ development require 

^ . ^. . ^ ' r 

' speciaTrattention. . 

(3) Tecrinologles ^(both ^ysical and social-organizational) developed for 
densely settled urban populations are often inappropriate for rural 
areas. - . ; , 

It Is assumed that there is a national commTtment to maintain reasonable^^ 
bpp4i^t1jn1t1es for Individuals^ to choose among a wide variety of life styles and 
places and, to^assure that these choices are not Inordinately costly Tir terms of 
decent opportuni tie^s to v/ork and H Ive. Given this assumption, and recognizing 
the diversity^f rural conditions, three objectives are proposed for a rural 
development strategy. . _ , ' 



^ • Expand iconomie oppdrtunity through 1rapr®vid aecess to bittir Jobs and 



liril piople/ and' assist in 
that fyisu Its (op-ls likelj' to 



ineeme for low-ipcome and ■underemployed r|i 
adjustnient to structural ecQnomic change 

. riSuTt) in chronic |inimploymertt, 

• Provide acciss to a mlnlrnurn^icciptable le\^|el of essential public facill- 
tlas and socfal servlcis for all rural pioble. 



: • Strtngthan the planning, management, and'. decisionmaking capacity of 
public (and privatel Institutions concernid with economi.c opportunity 
and qual 1ty^ of 1 ifi in rural America, 

There 1s widespread acce^tanie of the first objective, "f^panding' economic, 
opportunltlas, " It Is especially rilsevant In areas of the South with large con- 
centrations of low-Income rural people and 1n those rural cormiunities In afl 
parts , of the country that are negatively impacted by structural changes In the 
economy, - ^ - \ 

Despite considerable agre^ent on the objective, questions have been raised 
vnth re.spect to the factors that give rise to ruiftal underdevelopment, the infor- 
mation required to target Federal programs, and the adequacy of the tools avail- 
able to effect the desired outcome. In effect, as discussed .later j'n this sum-* 
mary, these questions constitute an agenda for further Intensive and <urgent 
examination. 

i^The second rural development object1//e, ^"provlding accass to essential 
.services and facilities, adds to that agenda since strong doubts have been 
expressed about its appropriateness. Obviously, iqual access to a metro- ^ii^ 
politan range of service cannot be arovided and standards .of what is acc.ept- . 
able will vary. Issues of both social efficiency and equity must b,e con- ^ 
sidered with respect to all investments ;ln rural argas* However, ^serious defi- 
ciencils in education and training, heal th carei and other essential services . 



ptPS^jJ in many fural artas and wijl havi Important' consequancis both for people 
tnfthosi\ areas and. for society as a, wholli The aim is to provide access to 
- specified strVlcts that are functionally appropriate to-rural conditions, not to 
prlDvide the fentire range of urban amenities. ^ : 



With the third objectivi, . "strengthening public and private institutions" 
conceipied with the rural development procisSs there appears to' be widespread 
agreement. As will be discussed subsequently, tha Initial stress is.^on the need 
for ar policy focus and on a rural advocate within the Executive Branch and on 



assistihg the States in enhancing the capacity forrrural. diveTopmCht ^^^p^^^^^^ 
management. ^ . . * 

Nature of the Policy Framework Needed for Rural Development ' 
There are three essential elements of an a^quate framework for rgral devel- 
opment policy formulation and n'mplementatlon. These are: (1) articulation at 
least in broad outline of a national growth and development policy; (2) estab- \ 
lishment of the malfi direction and emphasis of a rural develoDment strategy 
within the context of national growth and development policy; and (3) fedeflnttion 
of cofmon problems and,?tjle programmatic actions required to deal with them* The 
%teps underway or^ needed to address each of these elementl are briefTy discussed. 

National SrowtH and Development PqI^Icv^ \ 

The iihite House Conference on Balinced National Growth and Economic Develop- 
ment >s scheduled for February 1978^ vnth the report scheduled for soma months 
later. The Conference will be concerned v/ith an econcmic development strategy 
for cities.5 rural areas, and regions. Both the urban growth report of HUp'^ and 
the rural goals report of USDA are expected to derive insights and information 
frdm the Conference, Meanwhile, an intsrdepartmehtal task forSe chaired by the 
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^^icritary of HUD 1s wbrklrig with White House participation to diflne a compre- 
: hens ive urban stratigy/ Obviously, bpth- rural ^and urban policy wf 11 be con- 
ditlonad by a national growth and economic divelppment p^lcy should it emerge. 
In the fniant1nie,rthire Is^need for actlvjty in the rural areas paralleling that 
1n the urban If nationa,! policy Is bo^ reflect a balanced' consideration of both; 

- Rural DevelopmentiStrttegy Options - ' 

The remainder of this paper Identifies a number of options that mlght^ 

significantly Increase, the effectiveness of Federal rural development efforts,, 
but the options requTre further ^detailed study before sufficient inforrnation will 
be available to allow, a Gonsidered choice among them.: 

Withtn the context of a common focus on nonmet^opolitan America\nd a concept 
of the development process which includes economic^ social, and goverriment capa- 
city developmints the following questions also need to be addressed: 

(1) Expluding organizational changeSi how can Tederal economic. development 
eTforts be made more effective? ^ ^ . ^ 

a. Should ^the current mix of Fediral assistance among humiin - 
^ V resource investments ^.publiC' facil ities (infrastructure) 

J ■ / investments, and private sector Incentives he xhanged? 

b. Wha.t additional mechanisms to incQurage private sector , ^ 
job creation in" rural "areas should be adopted? . 

c. H6w can .Federar 'economic developmant efforts he better 

- tajTgeted on the rural disadvantaged; espeoiany Indians^ 

poor Blacks, and Hisp^nics? 

(2) c>--What organizational changes would contribute to a more effictive eco- 

nomic development .effort? . - ^ . 



(3) How cin specific meaning be given to 'the Faderal cohcern to . assure' 

\ - icciss to minimum aiCiptable livels of Mssintlal :facilitfis and 

' V ^ =3 • ■ ' ^ ■• ■ " ^ - ' 

'sefvlcas to anrural residents? * ^ 



a. What are the essential facilltlas and services^ recog- 

- ^ 1 — L. . ^ ^ 

n1 zing not only people's needs but likely budget con*- . 
straints? 

bi What kind of p process would cQntrlbute to establlshini 



uleful and meaningful minimum levels? ' - , . 

c- Should specific quantitative goals and criteria for tar- 

geting Federal resources be adopted? ' ' . , ^ , 

(4) How. should the Federal Government contribute to building an Imprjoved 
institutional capacity to ^sal with rural development Issues? 



ari the options for providing a Federal organiia- 

■ , ,1 ■ ■ '' ' ' * 

Vtlbnal and policy focus for rurar development? 
* \ y ■- " • , » ^ 

b* What, should be the role of FederaU State^ and local 

governments In the planning and implementa^tlon process of 

programs "f^r .rural development? 

Q% Wha^t pos1tioh\hoU'ld the Administration take with rpgard 
^ to the mul ti state /regipnal coFmlssrons and the multl county 

subs^tata 'districts?. _ . 

d. What should be the roVe of nongovernmefital public interest 

□rganlzationS:? ' ■ . ^ 



Report on the Status and Meeds of Rura.1 America ^ ^ - . " 

In the conta.xt of the ongoing examination ©f national growth and; econcmtc > 
development and the avoTvIng policy of the Administration, a comprehtnslva and > 



authoritatlvi .pubHc-ripoft 0^^ status and Jieeds of rural America and the 
prograrmiltic initiat1ves\r.equ1red to deal with those needs could make a positive 
contribution. It hrs been i decade since the Hast tfufih report (The People Left - 
Behind', 1963). ^ ■ • V ■ " 

The Rural '^Development Act pr*pvTdes the au^hor>ty for the. Secretary (or his ' 
deslgnet) to seek data'^rom othar^ Federal agencies or levels of government which 
might N relevant to rural devalopmentp More useful information about the state 

. . .. ^ * ? V 

of rural Ame^4ca Is peededp e'speqially In tenTis\ of' the Impact of Federai (afrd^ ^ ' 
othec) programs. Recent reports contain information which is too highly aggre- " 
gated and lack an evaluative dimension. 

. The Secretary, of Agriculture could , '^under the Rural Development Act, 
mobil Ize .data -resources and research capability to produce an authoritative 

report. Such a report ought to be as comprehensive as possible with appropriate- 
Judgments and reconnTienciatlons in order to proYi\^e the foundation for more focused 
FedeFal * State,, pnd local action* Data and inMrmation collection need not^be 
limited to Federal Agencies; i1f 1s especial ly-Th^ortant that opportunity - - 

be provided for full parxieipation of State and local government and pubjic 
tnterest group representatives, The Administration has stated its intintion'to 
confer widely before Federal programs are launched, putting an end to the idea < 
that "the Feds, know best.'' This approach recaqniz&s that both the report 'and^the . 
method^ by which it... is developed should .prov.ide explicit recognition of the 
significant differences that exist across the United States. The report, of 
Murse, also should help to undergird the* rural dimension of the Administration's 
.evolving national growth and econpmic development posit.ions. 

. ■■ • .- > 
Need .for Integrated Rural Development Pol icy -Management Process 

. , the longer run, effec%tve rural deV^lopinent requires a mora continuous 

and integrated palicy formulation and implementation process .invol ving^ all levels^ 

1311 
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of. government and a number of Fediral agencies,^ Such a process will Involve a 
series of related steps. Soma involve possible drganizatrorial or procedural 
changes within the Federal systirn. Others may involve a reordfring of Federal , 
..Eta,^».,:4iKLJ^cal responsibil fties and increased planning, m^agement, and . 
decisionmaking capacity for rural development. Still others may require changes 
in the tools available to accomplish rural . development. Including ^the enhancement 
of ^technical and data sources to support the effort. Key initial stepj In achiev- 
ing a more Integrated policy management process Include: , (1) providing a rural 
development policy focus within the White House and the Executive Office of the 
President; (2) evplution in the rural development advocacy role of USDA; 
(3) 'Strengthening Institutional capacity at the State and local level to partici- 
pate in the i ntergovernmenta V policy management process as well asHo effectively 
formulate and implement policy within their ov'/n jurisdictions. Our conclusions 
withi respect to these specific steps follow, 

''. Rural Developmentf Advocate^BoTe for USDA ' 

The Ruraf Development Act of 1972 directed "tha Secretary of Agriculture to 

provide lelderiKip and ■Coordination within' the Executive Branch and assume 

.-r , - - - - - - - --- 

responsibility tor coordinating a nationwide rural development program utilizing^ 
the servldWa of Executive Branch departments and agencies, bureaus^ off ices , ^ and - 
services of th^ Department of Agriculture in coordination with rur^l deMelopmentf 
pro-grams of Sta.te and local governments. The Secretary v7as n'ns true ted to estab- 
I1sh specific gcals fpr rural developmsnt and to report annually on progness. ^ ' - 
He was also authorized to Initiate or expand research and development programs^ 
related to problems of rural development. 
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Tfte Act gave the Secretary of Agrdcul turt-no. newVlu^ over ruYal^ develr^ 

opment programs outside the Department of Agricul turi. ^did make him respon- 



sible for promoting what 1s essentially vol unt^^y GOOperation^ among filevant 
departments and agencies, \ It provlded^ h-im wi th a legislatfve basis for 



requesting information about rural development from sister Federal agencies and 
departments as well as from organizations' of State and J^cal government. 

, ' In effect^ the Rural Development Act of 1972 envisions .the Secretary of 
AgricuUfure as a rural advocate within the Executive ^r^anch;/ The Act provides 



e Secnetary a significant opportunity to pursue,,. mo T't:':e-ffective policy direction 
for rfiral developm^ in the United Stawit" 



State and Local Inst1tutlQjia1 Capacity, 



' There seen^s , 1 i ttle dieagreemeht over the fact that States should play a key 
role 1n imp^^enting a national rural development poljcy. Development activities 
at the State level ttave grown Tncreasingly crimplex and significant in the past 
15 years. THp new Social' and economic progre^ms of the 1960's resulted in 
important changes in. the- federal Government's relationshlps^wltfr the StaL^.% 
Throughout the^count^, a broader \v1ew, of development has begun to emerge; it is 

np longer conceived simply in terms of^attrWting more Industry. This broader 

. ^ " ' ^ / - ^ " . • . , ^ ^ 

view of sconomic develocment was inporta.nt inLtfle concept of rural develtipTnant 

"that took ^significant legislative form. in the Rural Developmint Act of 'l972. As 

development issues have become more comol ex , they 'have required the attention and 

decisions^ not of a single agency, but rather: of many agencies And political 

: ^ 

jurisdictions. Thesa cr^anges have incr^eased- the irnportance of'the Statss^role. 

... ^ ^ ^ V . . ^ ■ . ^ . • 

. However^ a number &f sericus questions have been raised about their ability 

to take on this' role. In fact, after a number *of years of FederaT support for 

capacity building to^ mul ti coun ty and substate districts and cities^ the States 
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m^y now be the weakest element iM the.attempt to establish a meaningful inter- 
governmen.fal policy management proctss for rural development. 

A critical requifement fan, effective policy and action at the State level 
is to involve all Relevant Stamagencies , substate regi^o^l organizations, and 
the eiected leadership of counties and cities in the process from the outset. 
From the rural developrTient perspective, at lefst/ States need the equivalent of 
a governor's development council in v/hich rural is an important dimensian. The 
role of the. council would be not only to bring together the- State polic^akers 
. to .decide on development issues, but also to build a constituency for the^ adop-^ 
tion and impl emen.tation of a development plan ^and program for the State. Effec- 
tive" leadership by" the governor rs essential and ,th1Sj In turn,* requires that he 
or she have access to an adequate policy management staff to v/ork with the State 
agencies and^ outside groups. ' ^ . ^ 

In those States v/here Qie governor is seeking to exercise "effective policy 
rnanagement over the devel Qpment^.^process^, the Federal Government, through an^ 
appropriate ryral development agency, should be prepared, to provide funds for an 
adequate policy management s^taff. EDA's State economic planningiprogram ,is one 
important building block in creating^the pol icy^management ca parity for governor^ 
and their cabinet. Other 'departments of the Federal Government should join 
1n this Darticular capacity buildtng effort. However/ financial assistance is 
^only one element in developing the capacity of States. Another major component 
is consistency in the manner ^in which the Federal Government deals with States 
and local governments in its rural deveJoprDent proarams. 'Additional ootions to 
be considered are: 

,(1) Delineation of a single set of substate districts by t?ie States and 
\^ operation^f all Federal development nrograms through these districts / 
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(2) .Creation of a. national set of multi state regional /commissions that 

encompass the entire country* The functions of the commissions should 
^ Include not only planning, but also Implimentatlon of a set of devel- 
opment programs. / ^ = ^ 

(3) Federal support for voluntfi^y multlstate organization's cr'eatid'by the 
States for planning and fmp Cementation *of development programs, ' 

An Expanded Role for Private Enterprise Is Ridi^ated 
In order to significantly expand the role of private enterprise\-to create 
a partnership--1n meeting the goals of rural development^ new Initiatives v/ill ^be 
needed. Among the o^ptions that deserve/serious consideration are the foTlowing: 
• Establishment of'a National Development Bank with authority to 
^operate throughout nonmetropol i tan America as well as in the 
distressed major core cities, ^ ■ ' 
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^% Differential tax incentives that favor investments in poor 
3 . rural 'areas and those with chronic unemployrTient problems' (as 
' , well as the distressed core cities of many older metropolitan 

areas), ■ 

% Wa-ge anch outpijt incentives' to encoOrage ^prlvate' expansion of ^ * . ^ 
employment opportunities, ^ 

Interim Joint Program Ini tiatives Are Feasible and De-slrable 
Interagency efforts are most succassful when there is a common, agreed-upon 
objective that can be accomplished withtn ,a ^relatively 'short time-perio^. Con- 
current with, efforts to more precisely define rural development policyi 1t is 
worth exploring whether 1 im1 ted- objectives might be established with respect to 
one- or, more functions for which USDA has a significant responsibility for current 
*.Dfoarams in whi^h other 'aaend es also have a stake. , 



• ' One possibility is in the housing field, in which both the- Farmers. Home - 
Adm^nistratlon-'arid the Depar-bnent of Housing and Urban Development have a major 
staM. ' 

second is the provision of technical assistance to small communities 
(Exte!**sion Service, RDS through Section 111, CSA, Re'gional Commissions, ACTION^ 
Departaiih<^ of Housing and Urban Development). Joint funding.,effprtj could lead 
to the redefinition of objectives and the real location of functions as well as 
tfSt the "climate" for interagency' CDOperatlon aod serve as a transitional step 
in mor,e fully developing the Secretary's role. The nged to relate technical ' 
assistance activities is rec^grilzed 1n established programs in ather departments 
or agencies and provides an excel lent opportunity to use existing USOA networks 
to promote _FGr"al development activities. 

A third area Is the' development of a more adequate rural data base. ;The- 

r 

Rural Development Act of 1972 requires the Executive Branch to establish goals 
for rural America and to report progress tov/ard 'acKteving them, ^-The previous 

Administration set qualitative goals but did npt address the problem of creating 
a data base. ^ Today, no data base exists for adequately assessing detailed 
conditions in rurfl areas, the changes taking ^place, or the relative Impact and 
%{-fict1venass of Federal programs. Such xa" da^ta^base should be- created . The 
crea't>on of a rQral dtvelopment data base would requtre substantial partici oation 
by aumerous technical people (research, statistical and operational) in several 
d^epartments and agencies 03^1^ an extended period of time. The work could most 
effectiv*ely be undertaken through a jointly funded Interagency Rural Development 
Data Base Project. . ' ' ^ _ ^ " 

Finally, a oofnt initiative to 'begin to provide the means to more effectiVel 
meet the technology requfrerfents of rural^ A^risri ca could be very productive. ' • ^ 



These technology reguirements, with the exception 'of those of agriculture 
:and forestry, have received too little a'ttetition. ' The physical and social 'tech- 
nologies involved in rural comfnuni ty facilities and the delivery of services to 
rural areas have largely been transplanted from the urban setting f^r 'Which they 
v/ere developed. Interagency collaboration is needed to develpp a program for the 
design of technologies, including service delivery systems, specifically for 
application ia rural- setting and for the di sseminatlon^, of informaj-ion- 

regarding rural technologies to rural areas. The elenents of such a program 

f " - ^ 

might include the creation of a' National Institute «bf RuraT Research and Devel- 

opfnent, vnt^ authority to conduct research and development and to make granrts to^, 

public and private Institutions for such purposes; and a Rural Development ^ 

Demonstration and Technical Assistance Fund to make qrants to local units to 

dCTOnstrate the application of innovative tschnology and to assist other units 

in the adoption of that v^hich has proved successful. The activities^ provjded for 

in Title Y of the Rural Development Act and the regional Rural Development 
Centers , ".underfunded at present, are significant building blocks for this 

process . ' ' , ' ' ^ 
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